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Abstract of

UNITED STATES ARMY AND AMPHIBIOUS OPERATIONS

This study investigates the U. S. Army's current capability teo
conduct amphibious operatioms. After actionm reports of URGENT
FURY, the operation into Grenada in October 1%83, seem to
indicate that the Army is mnot adequately prepared to make
joint, amphibious assaults with the Marines and the Wavy. This
study concludes that, as a result of geographic and political
considerations, the leaders of the Army must reconsider the
value of amphibiouns warfare inm future conflicts regardless of
size and incorporate it into Army thinking alongside moze
glamorous topics like Airland Battle. In the long-term, this
will require greater emphasis on training and joint exercises,
a vrevitalization of the fleet of landing craft, and a
reorientation of fits use and the mission of the waterborne
units who man them to include not only Logistics-Over~-the-Shore
but amphibious assaults as well. In the meantime, the ist and
2d Battalions (Ranger), 75th Infantry are organized, trained,
and equipped for, and doctrinally committed to, amphibious
assaults, particularly if they take place 4in crises on the
lower end of the conflict spectrum. As were the Rangers in
World War II, the Rangers of today are ready to lead the way as

the spearheads for amphibious assaults.
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UNITED STATES ARMY AND AMPHIBIOUS OPERATIONS

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The Problem. On 25 October 1983, Rangers from the L1st and

2d Battalions (Ranger)}, 75th Infantry made combat jumps onto
the island of Grenada to secure the Point Salines Airport as a
part of the joint operation URGENT FURY.1 True to the legacy
handed down from their predecessors in World War IT, the
Rangers had spearheaded another assault against a hostile
shore. The original Rangers, organized in 1942 as naval
raiders in the mold of the British Commandos, would not,
however, have recognized two important aspects of the
operation: the modern Rangers used parachutes rather than
landing craft to come ashore, and, assigned the southern half
of the island, they were not truly integrated with the United
States Marine amphibious force making a landing in the northern
sector.2

The two obvious differences between URGENT FURY and the
landings by Rangers at Normandy and Leyte, for example,
highlight problems in joint operations in general and
amphibious operations in particular that persist today despite

the intense scrutiny given to the aborted attempt to rescue the



American hostages in Iram and the costly recovery of the crew
members of the Mayaguez and the emphasis given to the
possibility of conflict in Central Command's area of
responsibility. First and most fundamental, the United States
Army is simply not prepared im any meaningful vay to
participate in amphibious operations; in 1948, the United
States Army, passed primary responsibility for the development
and execution of the doctrine so successfully utilized in World
War II to the Marine Corps and to date has not indicated a
great deal of official interest in regaining a greater degree
of control.3 Second, the Joint Chiefs of Staff seem reluctant,
if URGENT FURY can be considered a precedent, to commit ground
forces of the Army and the Marines to a contingency operation
without taking extraordinary steps to keep them separated and
thus to reduce the possibility of interference during the
assault.4 These considerations aside, the political realities
of the polycentric world and the wide-ranging priorities of
United States' policy in Europe, the Middle East, the Pacific,
and the Indian Ocean dictate that the United States Army must
be prepared to conduct joint amphibious operations either with

the Marines or the U. S. Navy alone.



CHAPTER 11

UNITED STATES ARMY AND AMPHIBIOUS OPERATIONS

Although the term amphibious operations--attacks "launched
from the sea by naval and landing forces, embarked in ships or
craft involving a landing on a hostile shore"--is generally
associated with the United States Marine Corps, the United
States Army, because of the number of amphibious assaults
conducted from the Mexican War through World War II, has an
equal historical claim to experience in their execution,
Since World War II, however, the Army--and the Marine Corps for
that matter--has participated 1in only one major amphibious
assault at Inchon, Korea, in 1950. Although the Marines are
currently the primary practitioners of amphibious warfare and
the opportunities for utilizing this expertise have been few,
current joint doctrine will, and present-day political and
geographic realities may, dictate that the United States Army
be prepared on short notice to execute an amphibious or joint
operation with the Marines or perhaps with the Navy alone. The
stakes of peace and national security are too high for the
leaders of the Army to be content to let only their
counterparts in the Marine Corps master the techniques of
amphibious warfare.

The political and geographic conditions in World War 1II



that forced the Army to encroach on what was at the time the
doctrinal preserve of the Marine Corps~-amphibious
operations-~must mnot simply be relegated to historical
footnotes. During World War II, the Army found it necessary to
utilize amphibious assaults as a means of gaining footholds in
North Africa, Sicily, Italy, and France and of leapfrogging
through the Southwest Pacific toward Japan. American ground
forces simply could not defeat the Axis Powers without first
landing on shores under their control. By the end of the war,
36 Army divisions had conducted with the United States Navy
gsome fifty major amphibious assaults; an additiomal six were
joint landings with the Marines. The Marines by comparison
made only 10 landings with the Navy alomne in the Pacific.2

To prepare the divisions for assaults im both the Atlamntic
and the Pacific, the Army Corps of Engineers organized an
Engineer Amphibian Command to traim four Engineer Amphibian
Brigades which, in turn, first trained divisions at Amphibious
Training Centers run by Army Ground Forces and then supported
them in landings throughout the war. 1In the Southwest Pacific,
these brigades, redesignated Engineer Special Brigades, not
only offloaded supplies ©but ferried troops ashore in Army
landing craft as well.3 In a future, "come as you are" war,
the United States Army simply will mnot thave the time the
planners and trainers in World War II had to shift doctrinal

and training priorities. The lessons of that last global war



seem to indicate that Army planners must take nothing for
granted when preparing capabilities to prosecute the next one,
should it ever come.

The current polycentric international order and the
bipolear confrontation between the ideologically and
economically opposed camps of the United States and the Soviet
Union present the American military with a potential conflict
spectrum that ranges from nuclear war to terrorism. Major
General Louis C. Menetrey summarized the challenge in his
testimony before the House Armed Services Committee in 1987%:

We find that the probability of a type of conflict

occurring is the opposite of the risk. The highest

~risk is in the theater nuclear, strategic, and major
conventional area, with the highest probability of
occurrence being in the low end of the spectrum with
terrorism and unconventional warfare. Therefore, we

must tailor forces to fight in all of the types of

conflicts in which we find ourselves in defense of

the national interest of the United States.

Amphibious operations provide the planners another alternative
as they prepare strategies and plans to meet each of the
possible threats to the security of the United States.

Each conflict scenario provides the opportunity for
amphibious warfare. Even in a general war with the Soviet
Union in Europe--one of the least probable conflicts--without
adequate warning, reinforcements may find aerial and sea ports
of debarkation unusable and lines of communications challenged
by enemy air and mnaval assets. Under these wunfavorable

conditions, a landing from the sea may be the only way to
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insure the survivability of NATO forces locked in combat with
the Soviets. 1In addition, follow-on Army divisions may very
well have to exploit Marine landiugs on either the northern or
southern flanks of NATO.

In a global war, which a war with the Soviet Union must
surely become, the possibility exists that Central Command will
have to confront Soviet forces and those of its allies in
Southwest Asia. In such a case, the 24th Infantry and the
101st Airmobile/Air Assault Divisions could be called on to
make amphibious assaults to support the Marines or to exploit
tactical opportunities elsewhere.5 Smailer power projections
such as Grenada-~one of the most probable types of
conflict--obviously lend themselves to amphibious landings.
With such scenarios possible, the Army simply cannot assume
that its forces can make unopposed landings in a future
conflict of any size.

With the Army's proud heritage of successful amphibious
operations in World War II and the vagaries of Ffuture warfare
in mind, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, since the end of that war,
have charged the United States Army with responsibilities for
the conduct of amphibious warfare. JCS Pub 2 specifically

delineates four tasks:

a. Organizing, equipping, and providing Army forces
for joint amphibious operations.

b. Providing for the training of such forces in
accordance with doctrines established by the Joint
Chiefs of Staff.

¢. Developing, in coordination with the other Services,

6



doctrines, tactics, techniques, and equipment of

interest to the Army for amphibious operations. . . .

d. Participating with the other Services imn joint

amphibious training and exgrcises as mutually agreed

by the Services concerned.
Despite these responsibilities, since the passage of the
National Security Act of 1947, "when the Marine Corps was given
official blessing as the sole developer of amphibious doctrine,

the Army turned its back on the subject and walked away from

it/ Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger's Annual Report

to the Congress for Fiscal Year 1984, suggested this attitude

still prevails as it specifically tied only the Marine Corps to
the mission of amphibious warfare.8 U. S§. Army doctrine
reflects this official attitude.

U. 8., Army doctrine concentrates on land combat and, as a
consequence, devotes very little attention, if any, te
strategic deployment underx hostile conditions. Current
amphibious doctrime for the armed forces is joint and is
contained in Field Manual (FM) 31-11; the Army's counterpart is
FM 31-12 published in 1962, Of greater significance, the
authors of FM 100-5, the bible of Army operational doctrine, do
not make even a passing reference to amphibious operations. In
discussing strategic deployment for a contingency operation,
they state, as if it were a routine matter of no great concern,
that "The location, nature, and intensity of the conflict will
determine the composition of units needed and how they will be
phased during deployment."9 They are in good <company for
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neither Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger, whose Annual
Report for FY 1984 proudly hails the capabilities of the eight,
recently acquired SL-7 fast cargo ships, nor Secretary of the
Army John 0. Marsh, Jr. whose joint statement with former Chief
of Staff Edward c. Meyer lauds the Army’'s
Logistics-Over-the-Shore program, address the problem of how
soldiers and their equipment will get ashore from these or
other transports, before they need to be resupplied, should the
chosen beachhead or port prove to be defended.lo

Such thinking seems to rest on the assumptions that
forward-deployed forces or Marines afloat will be able to
protect administrative landings from either hostile threats or
that intelligence sources will be able to provide warning
indicators that will allow American units to deploy before
hostile forces can interfere. Either assumption may prove
shortsighted, if not fatal, at the time of execution of a
critical contingency operation. Secretary Weinberger readily
acknowledges that a "rapid deployment capability" is needed
precisely "for those areas of the world in which the U. S. has
little or no nearby military infrastructure or, in some cases,

maintains no presence at a1y, mit

A possible scenario for Southwest Asia outlined by Admiral
Holloway, the formexr Chief of Naval Operations, in fact,
breathes 1ife into the first assumption. He postulates that

troops airlifted from the United States will linkup with
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equipment delivered by SL-7s in friemdly ports. In the event
that such facilities are not availlable, he envisions that
Marines from the Marine Amphibious Unit positioned in the
Indian Ocean about 50 % of the time will secure both aerial and
sea ports of debarkation.12 His scenario steops short of
stating what would be happen should the Marine force mnot be
readily available or prove to be inadequate to the task. It is
at that point that Army units with amphibiocus capability must
gain forcible entry to a hostile shore. Amphibious doctrine,
therefore, must have at least parity with that of topical
interest, such as Airland Battle, or the execution of the
latter may be shortlived, in Europe for example, or even
irrelevant in Southwest Asia.

Should the leaders of the Army decide to commit it to
joint or amphibious operations, they will encounter the problem
not only of strategic mobility but tactical mobility as well.
At the strategic level, the issue is a combination of time,
distance, and resources available to haul personmel and heavy
equipment around the globe. The Department of Defense is
attempting to remedy these shortcomings. The first alternative
is prepositioning equipment in Europe (POMCUS) and in the
Indian Ocean aboard 17 chartered merchant ships which are part
of the Near Term Prepositioning Force. Second, the Maritime
Administration and the Navy are working to build wup both the

Merchant Marine and the Military Sealift Command. A specific



program of great importance is the conversion of the eight
SL-7s mentioned by Mr. Weinberger and Admiral Holloway.
Sailing at 33 knots, these ships will be able to carry "the
majority of the wunit equipment--tanks, artillery, wheeled
vehicles, helicopters--needed for two Army heavy mechanized or
armored divisions" to EBurope from the East Coast in four days
and to the Indiam Ocean from the West Coast in eleven days.
Each of these ships can carry the equivalent of 150 sorties of
C-54 aircraft.13 These measures, as they become effective,
will greatly alleviate the problems now encountered with
strategic deployments.

The availability of strategic lift solves only half of the
overall problem of getting Army forces into position to counter
threats to U. S. security. The inability of reinforcements to
land immediately where required will necessitate the
availability of landing craft to transport them ashore.
Although the Army's fleet of landing craft is largely
obsolescent and is prepared to perform only the mission of
Logistics-0Over-the-Shore (LOTS), sufficient serviceable boats
exist in the short term to provide some 1lift if they remain
prepositioned in England and Okinawa, are also placed in other
likely areas of operation, such as the 1Indian Ocean, or are
readily available for movement aboard SEABEEs or LASH barge
ships should a contingency materialize that requires their

use.14 A combination of both will provide greater
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responsiveness.

The older bheaching craft and amphibians currently
available are: 213 Landing Craft, Mechanized (LCM-8), which can
transport 200 combat loaded troops or 53.5 long toms of cargo,
93 Landing Craft, Utility (LCU), (300 combat loaded troops or
168 short toms), 237 Lighter, Amphibious, Self-Propelled (LARC)
for cargo and personnel, and a Lighter, Beach Discharge (BDL)
for roll-on/roll-off type cargo.15 The Transportation Corps is
now receiving the Lighter, Air Cushion Vehicle (LACV) to move
cargo ashore quickly. The Navy's 40-knot Landing Craft, Air
Cushion (LCAGC) shows the direction the Army can take as well as
it "will provide a major increase in assault flexibility,
enabling our amphibious forces to land rapidly in areas where

the enemy forces are weakest."1®

For the present, with proper
planning and preparation the current watercraft fleet could do
the job, as the British demonstrated with similar beats in
their amphibious landing at San Carlos Strait in the Falklands
campaign; they made a virtually unopposed landing some distance
from their final objective of Port Stanley.17

At the same time the Army reorganizes its landing craft
fleet, it must reorient the focus of its active and reserve
water transport wunits from LOTS only to another of its
"approved" missions, amphibious operations.18 With such a

change in emphasis, present-day Transportation terminal groups

and brigades can operate in much the same way that the Engineer
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Special Brigades did in the Southwest Pacific in World War II,
as their organizations are similar. The terminal Dbattalion
(TOE 55-116) has heavy (LCU) and medium (LCM) boat and light
and medium amphibian (LARC and LACV) companies to provide
tactical and logistical lift. A heavy boat company with its 12
LCUs can, for example, carry 4,800 troops with their individual
equipment in one 1lift. Additionally, a single LCU can
transport three M-60 tanks. A  terminal service company
(breakbulk) normally works with the boat companies to unload
cargo in over-the-beach and port operations.l9 The
organization thus exists in the active and reserve Army to
support amphibious operations, if its wartime missions are so
structured and its units dedicated to the units most likely to
conduct them,

With a doctrinal commitment to amphibious warfare, the
revitalization of the landing craft fleet, and the redirection
of the support structure, the Army finally must train and
provide exercises for those forces most likely to participate
in amphiblous assaults. Based on the guidance of the
Commanding General of Forces Command, Army battalioms and
companies have over the years received amphibious trainiﬁg at
both of the Navy's Landing Force Training Commands. The Ranger
battalions and certain Special Forces units have been given top
priority for this training; second priority units include the

9th, 24th, 82d, and 101lst Divisions.
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In FY 83, 13 companies from the 18th Airborne Corps (7},
the 82d Airborne (2), and 101st Airmobile/Air Assault (1)
Divisions, and the 172d Infantry (2) and the 20th Engineer (1)
Brigades completed the Army Amphibious Indoctrination Course at
Little Creek Naval Base in Norfolk, Virginia. During the same
period of time, three battalioms of the 7th Infantry Division,
one battalion of the 25th Infantry Division, and the 2-75th
Infantry (Ra£gers) finished the Battalion Landing Operations
Course at the Landing Force Training Command, Pacific, in
Coronado, California. Twenty companies from the same units,
including the 1-75th Infantry (Rangers) and the 209th MP
Battalion, will train at Little GCreek in FY 84, and five
battalions will traim at Coronado.20 Although the right units
are obviously learning amphibious techniques, the process must
be taken several steps further. First, commanders must conduct
amphibious training, not only as adventure training, but as a
serious part of their missions. And, second, as a minimum,
brigade-sized organizations must gain proficiency as landing
forces. 1 Such a training package should insure that expertise
in amphibious warfare exists in the Army today.

Once Army units have gained proficiency in amphibious
warfare, they must participate in joint exercises so that they
can learn to operate with the other Services. At present, the
major joint, amphibious exercise is CINCLANT's SOLID SHIELD, an

exercise in which there is generally Army participation. As
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the airborne drop by a battalion of the 824 Airborne Division
in SOLID SHIELD 81 illustrates, the Army has apparently
"indicated that its primary commitment to any Jjoint force
landing on a hostile shore would be its sole airborme division
and a few supporting units, nothing more, mnothing less." In
that particular exercise, only two companies of the 3d
Battalion, 325th Iafantry had an opportunity to conduct a
helicopter assault with the Marines from the U. S. S§. EEEE'Z

In JADE TIGER 83, a CENTCOM exercise held in November and
December 1983, only a Marine MAU actually landed in Oman.23 If
the Army is to be serious about amphibious operations, it must
take every opportunity to participate in actual landings.

With proper planning and doctrimal redirection, the Army
has the capability in the long-term to commit its forces and
assets to amphibious warfare. Strategic sealift is improving,
and the tactical watercraft fleet and the soldiers who operate
it can be recoriented from LOTS only to amphibious assaults as
well. With training, modernization, and participation in joint
amphibious exercises, the Army can conduct amphibious
operations as well in the <future as it did in the past.
Nonetheless, while the reorientation is on-going, the Army must
be prepared to vespond to contingencies with little notice. As
URGENT FURY showed, the Rangers are at the present time best

able to respond te such crises requiring an amphibious assault.
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CHAPTER I1II

RANGERS, SPEARHEADS OF AMPHIBIOUS WARFARE

The U, S. Army Rangers are ideally suited to the conduct
of amphibious warfare. Originally conceived as mounted troops
to protect the frontiers of South Carolina and Georgia from
Indians, the modern Rangers were pattermed inm 1942 after the
British Commandos, formed to conduct naval raids on the German
installations on the continent of Europe.l Reactivated in 1974
as "elite, light infantrxy" in the words of then Army Chief of
Staff General Creighton Abrams, the 1st and 2d Battalions
{Ranger), 75th Infantry are "specially trained and organized to
conduct decentralized and limited independent combat operations

anywhere in the world."?

As a zresult, the Rangers are the
Army's best candidate in the short term to spearhead amphibious
assaults and participate in other joimt operations such as
URGENT FURY.

Contrary to standard accounts and evem to the record of
Lieutenant General Lucian K. Truscott, Jr. who recommended the
activation of Rangers in Ireland in 1942 and chose their mname,
South Carolinians and not Major Robert Rogers first used
Rangers by 1715 at the time of the Yamasee War to guard the

frontiers against Indiamns. 4 small body of these mounted

provincials met General Oglethorpe and the first settlers of
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Georgia when they landed near Savannah in 1733.3 Interestingly

enough, Major Rogers and his Rangers wused whale boats forx
reconnaissance and raiding operations on Lake George during the
French and Indian War.!+ The pattern for amphibious operations
was thus set very early in the history of the Rangers.

In World VWar 1II, the Rangers, organized into six
battalioms by the end of the war, spearheaded every major
amphibious assault in the Mediterranean and Europe and led the
way for the landings at Leyte as well. Colonel William O.
Darby's 1st Battalion set the standard for amphibious assaults
in TORCH, the invasion of North Africa. As a part of the
Center Task Force's plan to envelop the port of Oram, Algeria,
his Rangers quickly seized the port of Arzew and its major
coastal defense, Fort du Nord. After the French had
capitulated, Darby wrote "a new book on amphibious landings".
On the beaches at Arzew, his soldiers "made day landings with
opposed fire; silent night landings; opposed mnight landings;
against cliffs, on beaches, alongside piers."5 Subsequently,
the 1st, 3d, and 4th Battalions of the Ranger Force spearheaded
the landings against the ports of Gela and Licata 1In Sicily and
Salerno and Anzio in Italy.6 The 2d and 5th Battalions under
the command of Lieutenant Colonel James Rudder both landed at
Omaha Beach and scaled the c¢liffs at Pointe du Hoec to destroy a
battery of 6.1l-inch guns.7 Finally, the 6th Battalion

comprised part of the advance force for the General Douglas
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MacArthur's invasion of Leyte, Philippine Islands, in October
1944. Companies of the battalion seized three islands that
guarded the approaches to Leyte Gulf. The battalion alsoc took
part in the landings at Lingayen Gulf in January 1945.8 In
World War 1II, the Rangers proved their worth as elite,
amphibious units.

With a heritage of success in making amphibious assaults,

the present-day Rangers, because of their doctrine and
capabilities, are able to perform a variety of special
operations, including amphibious landings. In its Table of

Organization and Equipment, the Ranger battalion is charged "To
plan and conduct special military operationn [EEE] in support
of United States policy and objectives." At Level 1--604
officers and men-~it "uses air, water, foot mobility, and
parachute delivery when required to conduct raids, ambushes,
and attacks against key targets in enemy territory."” Rangers
are doctrinally prepared to "accomplish extraordinary tasks by
operating at levels in excess of normal expectation for
relatively short periods of time in a highly disciplined
environment."® Their ability to infiltrate into an area of
operations and, in keeping with their heritage, conduct
"special commando-type operations", will possibly allow them to
bypass enemy resistance and hit vulnerable areas. Finally,
since Rangers are most proficient in decentralized and

independent operations and "habitually" operate in joint task
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forces, joint, amphibious assaults will allow them to exploit
these special strengths under almost any circumstance.

Because the doctrine of the Rangexr battalioms dictates
that they must be prepared to conduct amphibiocous assaults, they
are organized and equipped for the mission. The heart of their
capability is that the organic persounnel and equipment,
including only two one-quarter tom trucks, is transportable by
both air and assault landing craft.11 Although their fire
power and logistical sustainability suffer, their lightness
facilitates quick reaction and deployment in the event of a
crisis. Eleven Cl41 tramsport aircraft camn 1lift an entire
Ranger battalion, which, if deployed on 18-hour notice from an
East Coast base, can arrive at a Remote Marshaling Base (REMAB)
in Turkey, for example, in 37 hours.lz At such a TREMAB, the
Rangers could then linkup with prepositioned 1landing craft,
await the arrival of LARCs or LACVs by air (C5) or LCUs or LCMs
by sea (SEABEE or LASH), or utilize landing craft available
from U. 5. Navy amphibious ships. Three LCM-8s or two LCUs
could put one entire Dbattalion ashore should that prove
necessary. Additiomally, the Rangers could make a tactical
jump as they did in Grenada or even fly ashore aboard
helicopters, if they are available. The Ranger battalions
clearly offer a wide range of alternatives for joint employment
because of their organization amnd quick reaction time.

The organization and reaction time of the Rangers make

them the Army's logical choice to meet the most probable types
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of conflicts at the low end of the threat spectrum. Secretary

Weinberger acknowledged this likelihood in his Annual Report:

The Reagan Administration recognizes the increased need

to respond to threats at the lower end of the spectrum

and to conduct peacekeeping operations. Our

revitalization program includes important force

structure increases, including steps to reverse a

decade af neglect of our Special Operations Forces

1

(SOF).

General Meyer echoed these same thoughts when he testified
before Congress that these Special ©Operations TForces, which
include the Rangers,

provide an essential capability to conduct operations in

low-intensity conflict environments marked by terrorism,

subversion, and guerrilla warfare. They can keep major
conflict from erupting and help us and our frieands by
counteringathreats before they mature into greater

CONCerns.

In a larger conflict, in Southwest Asia, for example, the
Rangers may be able to assist the Marines in securing landing
sites for follow~on or LOTS operations by other Army units.
The amphibious capability of the Rangers makes them a flexible
force to respond to crises across the spectrum of conflict.

As with the Army at large, training and exercises
involving amphibious landings are paramount for the Ranger
battalions to develop and maintain proficiency in amphibious
techniques and to function smoothly with the Marines and Navy.
Given top priority now by PForces Command, both Ranger
battalions must continue to train at the Landing Force Training

Commands . Ideally, the two Dbattalioms should take the

Battalion TLanding Operations Course together. During the
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current FY, the 2-75th will train at Coromnado, and three
companies of the 1-75th will take the Army Amphibious
Indoctrination Course at Little Creek.15 As a result of these
courses and unit training, the Ranger units should be among the
best trained amphibious forces in the Army. Furthermore, they
both now have the practical, combat experience of Grenada upon
which to draw. Not only was this a joint operation, but 150
Rangers used Navy CH-46 helicopters to evacuate students from
the beach.16 A solid foundation has been established for
cooperation between the Marines and the Rangers. Ranger
participation in landings during SOLID SHIELD and other
exercises such as JADE TIGER in Southwest Asia should enhance
joint capability.

The Rangers provide the best force in the short-term to
perform an amphibious assault, particularly if the contingency
is at the lower end of the conflict spectrunm. Ranger
battalions are doctrinally prepared to respond within eighteen
hours to crises. They are organized and equipped for strategic
deployment with limited aircraft and are able and trained to
conduct amphibious assaults from both Army and Navy landing
craft. As Colonel Darby himself told his troops again and
again, "the outfit that cam slip up on the enemy and stun hinm
with shock and surprise--that is the outfit that will win

:117

battles--and that is the outfit I want. The Rangers today

are in such outfits, and amphibious warfare provides them a

means to win battles.
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CHAPTER 1V

CONCLUSIONS

The leaders of the Army must reconsider the +value of
amphibious warfare in future conflicts regardless of the size.
Building on the lessons of World War II and Grenada and
analyzing the possible scemarios, the Army must in good faith
meet its responsibilities for amphibious operations as spelled
out in JCS Pub 2. Amphibious doctrine must be incorporated
into Army thinking alongside more glamorous topics as Airland
Battle. The fleet of Army landing craft must be revitalized
and modernized not only for the LOTS mission but also to
provide lift for troops and equipment onto a hostile shore. In
addition to those in England and Okinawa, 1landing craft for
Army use must be prepositioned in other likely theaters of
operation such as the Indian Ocean. Tor other areas of the
world, landing craft, depending on size, can either be lifted
aboard aircraft or transports such as the LASH or SEEBEE to
staging areas where they can linkup with troops deployed by
air. Simultaneously, the priority of the mission of
Transportation waterborne units must be reoriented to include
not only LOTS but amphibious assaults as well. Finally, the

units most likely to take part in landings in the future must
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conduct amphiblious training and participate in exercises
designed to prepare them for a future conflict.

A major doctrimal shift in the Army that makes amphibious
operations suitable, feasible, and acceptable will not be
accomplished in the near-term. In the meantime, the 1st and 2d
Battalions (Ranger), 75th Infantry give the Army a trump card.
They are organized, trained, and equipped to undertake
amphibious assaults. Furthermore, they are doctrinally
committed to such operations and are the most suited for the
most probable conflicts on the lower end of the conflict
spectrum. As were the Rangers in Worid War II1, the Rangers of

today are ready to 1lead the way as the spearheads for

amphibious assaults.
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